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CLAIMS 1-61 ARE PENDING 

1. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 
that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 25-33 and 37-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Bharat et al (Bharat), US 6,112,203, 29 August 2000. 

Bharat teaches the invention essentially as claimed. In detail: Bharat identifies 
documents, typically web pages, that include one or more links, each corresponding to 
a linked document [COL 2 lines 59-67], The links in the documents are analyzed and a 
score determined for each link [COL 3 lines 10-13]. A number of the linked documents 
are prefetched corresponding to a number of the links based on the determined scores 
[COL 3 lines 17-20]. 
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In more detail, this process typically begins with an index of web pages, which in 
response to a user query generates a result set [COL 4 lines 9-29], which is intercepted 
and used to form a start set [COL 4 lines 30-33]. 

As to claims 25 and 26, the document containing links corresponds to the index 
of Web pages, or alternately a typical Web page. A subset of the start set is prefetched 
[COL 4 lines 33-44]. 

As to claim 27, the search engine index serves as a list of links, since Web page 
documents are identified by hyperlinks. 

As to claims 28-29, Bharat provides for both selection of one of the prefetched 
documents [claim 28] and related documents [claim 29]. 

As to claims 30-31, the use of a URL inherently involves an address lookup. 

As to claim 32, nothing in Bharat precludes prefetching all of the links in a Web 
page, since subset includes an entire set as a possibility. 

As to claim 33, this claim describes the determination of hubs and authorities to 
which Bharat is directed [COL 4 lines 30-44 and elsewhere]. 

As to claims 37-38, Bharat is directed to determining similarity of documents with 
respect to the degree of match with a user query [COL 3 lines 22-30]. 

The elements of claim 39-40 and 42-45 are rejected in the analysis above and 
this claim is rejected on that basis. 

As to claim 41, Bharat uses a threshold to eliminate less desirable documents 
[ABSTRACT; Col 3 lines 28-29]. 
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3. Claims 34-36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bharat et al (Bharat), US 6,1 12,203, 29 August 2000. 

As to claims 34, 35 and 36, Bharat does not specify the use of either a 
clickthrough rate or a popularity to determine a score for linked documents. However, 
these were well known measures applied to web sites as noted in the Specification, 
page 17 line 15 to page 18 line 3. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to apply clickthrough and popularity to scoring 
documents such as web pages because these data are readily available and used to 
determine the usefulness of web sites. 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-6 and 9-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 

being incomplete for omitting essential structural cooperative relationships of elements, 
such omission amounting to a gap between the necessary structural connections. See 
MPEP § 2172.01 . The omitted structural cooperative relationships are: 

There is no nexus between the search object selected "while the one or more 
groups of characters in the document are highlighted" [emphasis added] in the 
independent claims in this group. In particular, the selected search object is not stated 
to be one of, nor dependent on, nor associated with, the highlighted groups. 
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5. Claims 1, 3-6, 20-33 and 37-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Kleinberg, US 6,112,202, 289 August 2000. 

Kleinberg is directed to searches of documents, typically linked Web pages using 
a Web browser [COL 2 lines 58-62; COL 4 lines 6-10]. 

As to claims 20-24, Kleinberg notes that words and phrases that serve as 
hyperlinks, both of which correspond to groups of characters in a document, are 
highlighted in Web pages as a matter of common practice [COL 2 line 62 to Col 3 line 
4]. Further, a mouse click activates one of the hyperlinks and downloads the 
corresponding page. This corresponds to a simple search on the Web for the 
hyperlinked page, and in the system of Kleinberg, it initiates a search for other pages 
that are authoritative as to the content of interest [COL 4 lines 44-65]. As noted at COL 
5 lines 20-41 and COL 12 lines 1-48, the embodiments of Kleinberg match those 
claimed. 

The elements of claims 1, 3-6, 25-33 and 37-45 are rejected in the analysis 
above and this claim is rejected on that basis. 

6. Claims 2, 7-19, 34-36 and 46-61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kleinberg, US 6,112,202, 289 August 2000 in light of 
Liddy et al, US 5,963,940, 5 October 1999. 
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Kleinberg does not explicitly identify words in a selected phrase and combine 
them to form a search query. However, as noted at COL 7 lines 21-37, the search may 
be initiated by any number of well-known ways from an initial page, including standard 
term-matching algorithms. Official Notice is taken that it was well known in the art at 
the time of the invention to apply Natural Language Processing [NLP] to determine 
queries. Evidence of this is provided by Liddy [DOL 4 lines 59-67]. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the NLP 
processing of Liddy in Kleinberg in order to express and clarify complex queries 
determined by the content of a page and to retrieve and display relevant documents 
[Liddy COL 4 lines 43-52]. 

As to claims 7-10 and 12-17, the purview of Liddy includes the elements 
claimed, as noted above. As to claim 2, Liddy includes menus as generators of search 
requests [FIG 15 and elsewhere]. As to claim 11, Kleinberg applies a vector space 
model [COL 8 line 43 and after]. 

As to claims 34, 35 and 36, Kleinberg and Liddy do not specify the use of either 
a clickthrough rate or a popularity to determine a score for linked documents. However, 
these were well known measures applied to web sites as noted in the Specification, 
page 17 line 15 to page 18 line 3. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to apply clickthrough and popularity to scoring 
documents such as web pages because these data are readily available and used to 
determine the usefulness of web sites. 
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As to claims 46-47, selected subsets of a document or document corpus include 
identified pieces of information [Liddy COL 5 lines 1-15]. 

As to claim 48, names, such as those shown in Liddy FIG 15, are common 
elements of document phrases and are included in NLP analysis. 

The elements of claims 49-61 are rejected in the analysis above and these 
claims are rejected on that basis. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Wayne Amsbury whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4015. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 6-18:30 FIRST WEEK. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Safet Metjahic can be reached on 571-272-4023. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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